Introduction
Even in the earliest sessions with first-year undergraduate students it is common to discuss the academic benefits and problems of being an "insider" or an "outsider" to the religious communities or ideologies that we study. Do you have to be x to understand x? Does an observer see y better than a participant or "believer" in y? With can be dismissed as "reductionist." All these of larger debates about the possibility, nece objectivity. There are very good reasons wh continue to have, these discussions and conc continue to assert the possibility or plausibili objectivity our Victorian scholarly ancestors still identify "academic" work as distinguish activity and discourse by its "critical distanc problematised "objectivity" as referring to t of discourse: on the one hand were positi state the absolute or scientific truth of matters even if this conflicted with experiential knowledge, on the other was "public discourse" taking subjects' views seriously but speaking to a wider audience.
Positivism now seems less defensible, and ethnological disciplines are increasingly committed to taking sources seriously. Subjectivity, however, remains contestable -indeed some forms of reductionism or scepticism may mask objectivity gone too far and validating a different, alienated, kind of subjectivity. In the following discussion, "objectivity" refers to the positivist, distant kind rather than the public discourse that appears legitimately central to academia. (For more detailed examples of these and related debates see McCutcheon 1999.) This article aims to contribute to a particular aspect of discussions about methods, positions, situatedness and approaches. It is not intended to negate what most of us value about academia. It intersects with the challenges proffered by anti-colonial or decolonising projects, and it arises from the celebration of particular dialogical and experiential encounters. In particular, it is generated by a concern that our methods, approaches and outcomes are not only appropriately academic but are also both ethical and decolonising in the experience of those among or with whom we research. My argument is that academics could benefit considerably from considering Maori protocols in which strangers are turned, by careful stages, into guests rather than enemies, and should thereafter enact and perform their part of that complex relational role with integrity and respect.
Guesthood as Ethical Decolonising Research Method 127
Before offering some positive thoughts about such ethical and decolonising research relationships, it may be worth indicating some of the roots of this concern. That is, in the following section I briefly summarise the work of other academics who have made it very clear that the "researched" (or "objects of research") have concerns about the foundations, conduct, discourse and outcomes of academic research that require a response in both methodological and ethical terms. (Weiss 1996; Kuipers 1991) . I imagine that this list could be greatly extended -certainly, the particular community and focus of other researchers' projects should indicate the parameters within which further consideration and application of these suggestions might take place.
Challenging Research
Linda Tuhiwai Smith's powerful book, Decolonizing Methodologies (1999) , convincingly demonstrates the inextricable link between colonisation and research. Local knowledges, especially indigenous ones, have been the object of research that has rarely either respected or benefited the "donors." Some indication that such "donation" has not always been either willing or reciprocated may arise from consideration of academic uses of words like "primitive," "superstition," "syncretism," and "savage." Researchers have appropriated from people whilst being party to their subjection to a culture that diminishes To anticipate a later argument, it is not that researchers must learn to relate to their hosts, it is that they should realise that they are already relating, but not very well, and that something can be done about that.
So far my examples have been drawn from scholarly relationships with indigenous people. The issue is, however, relevant to researchers among any and all communities and to all who host researchers (or perhaps "are subjects of research"). For example, the regularity with which researchers among Pagans (self-identified nature-centred religionists now of growing numerical significance internationally) are challenged about whether they have "gone native" is rather disappointing as a reaction to both Pagans and researchers. It may be true that this is just one aspect of a wider concern about scholarship among "new religions" in which researchers enter a conflictual domain which seems to force them into being either advocates or opponents. Benjamin Beit- The other is never to be known unless one arrives at a suspension of language, where the reign of codes yields to a state of constant non-knowledge, always understanding that in the Buddha's country (Buddha being, as some have defined, a clarity or an open space), one arrives without having taken a single step; unless one realizes what in Zen is called the Mind Seal or the continuous reality of awakening, which can neither be acquired nor lost; unless one understands the necessity of a practice of language which remains, through its signifying operations, a process constantly unsettling the identity of meaning and speaking/writing subject, a process never allowing I to fare without non-I.
Perhaps, however, taking a step into an open space when invitedand then in order to follow protocols established and conducted by sovereign hosts (hosts whose sovereignty one respects and wishes to enhance) -is different to that project which attempts to write (down or up) the "native" while fearing "going native." Perhaps it is the first step in learning the language of mutuality that Trinh's critique requires.
Although I will say no more about it, it is important to note that it is not only and always researchers who make research relationships difficult (but see Metcalf 2002) . The present proposal to engage as guests is no more straightforward than the more common encouragement to engage in respectful dialogue when researchers encounter communities whose own ontology only recognises insiders and outsiders. Those for whom outsiders can only be "potential converts" or "wicked rejecters" can be particularly difficult and interesting. Quite how it might be possible to find a way to relate even to such hosts as guests is a task that may require considerable effort, but may still prove immensely rewarding.
Ancestors, Neighbours and Descendants
It should already be clear that I enter thi a latecomer, but I hope it is also clear that I could possibly untangle all the knots and solution to all the problems and possibilities.
to a debate is what academia is about. Since it is but one mode of human discourse, academic debate is best achieved with reference to what has been said by a wider community inclusive of our ancestors, neighbours (some of whom are kin and some are potential hosts of our further research), and those yet to speak.
The ancestors of the current debate include a myriad authorities, some of whom are cited above, and many more of whom will be obvious. Many are either foundational or contributors to Young and Goulet (1994) and Spickard, Landres and McGuire (2002) . (Perhaps I should note that among many indigenous communities "ancestors" is not synonymous with "dead," at least, being dead is neither generative Those yet to speak will include those who refine and/or reject the current proposal in favour of something more just, more ethical, more deconstructive of colonialism, and more constructive of better ways of being human together.
Marae Protocols
This section highlights key features of the protocols by which Maori provide the opportunity for strangers to express one or other side of their potential to be enemies or guests. It is important to the argument of this article that these protocols, and the constructed environment in which they occur, evolved significantly consequent to the arrival of Europeans in Aotearoa New Zealand. The protocols and their enactment are described after a broad view of the location in which they take place, marae.
Maori are the indigenous people of Aotearoa New Zealand. They identify themselves as various localised iwi, perhaps "tribes," hapu, perhaps "clans," and whanau, families (in the widest sense that is typically human rather than the truncated sense that predominates in modernity). Each group traditionally has a place in which significant events are celebrated or ritualised, and in which guests are made. ancestors, locals (hosts), and place. It is this assertion that consideration of marae proto and de-colonising research. However, to talk is to move too swiftly past a process which is intended to enable that intimacy to take place appropriately.
Strangers may approach the marae for a variety of reasons, none of which make significant differences to the outworking of the protocols of the ensuing encounter. These are aimed at allowing strangers to express and thereby solidify the relationship they wish to have with the locals. Strangers might become enemies or guests, it is a purpose of the marae and its protocols to allow locals and strangers to determine which. Strangers are supposed to pause at the marae gate to be invited to come further in. When the women's call offers that invitation, the strangers take a few steps into the creative open space. They bring with them differences that require attention: different ancestry, traditions, habits, "normality," taken-for-granted everyday-ness, knowledge and prestige. These are attended to in a series of stages that respect both locals and visitors, but certainly aim to highlight the prestige and precedence of locals. These stages are implicated in tapu, the rules that separate differences of various kinds, and especially of prestige, mana (see Mataira 2000) . At one key stage a local warrior lays a The change has been marked by the increasing prevalence of the word "dialogue" in debates and introductions to methodologies. Thus, the ethnological parts of academia might now be defined not as a struggle but as a dialogue between objectivity and subjectivity, and so on. My central argument is, however, that another position is possible and, in fact, that it has always been available. Even w vation" and "dialogical research" improved t applied, they underestimate or mistake the r always played. Consideration of Maori mara greatly improve not only the ethics of resear intellectual value. That is, the historic goals and debate) can be furthered rather than constr colonising research approaches.
Researchers confront their potential hosts possible enemies. They can never really b they cannot share ancestry. They cannot obs changing it in some way, even if only into a is an observer. Researchers cannot ever entire is self-evident to their hosts. Even when hosts are self-reflexive and happy to theorise about their lifestyle and/or practice, they are still more securely "at home" with themselves than visiting researchers will ever be.
Colonialist researchers may assert that their training and their status establishes their right to observe and "discover" whatever they desire to know ("Trust me, I'm a researcher"?). Their insistence on "objectivity" distances them to a degree and sometimes determines (for them and those they observe) conflictual stances and engagements. It should also diminish the value placed on the results and output of their research.
So, all putative researchers arrive at the place where their potential hosts observe them. Both sides then negotiate the relationships between the identities and knowledges which each takes-for-granted.
Guest researchers actively seek (sometimes by waiting) the invitation of hosts to enter the process of relationship building. The priority of the locals is fundamental. As is their prestige. This is not to say that researchers must believe everything they are told, far less that the outcomes of their research must broadcast understandings precisely as asserted by their hosts. It is, however, to acknowledge that since researchers seek to understand what their hosts know, or do, or perceive themselves to be, or some similar matter that is the property of the hosts, it is imperative that researchers engage respectfully in dialogical conversation with their hosts.
The process of relationship building may not itself be the required dialogue that explores what researchers wish to know. Such dialogues may follow later. This is, perhaps, equivalent to saying that the ethics committees of universities or funding bodies are, at the very least, matched by reception committees that provide potential guestresearchers with opportunities to explain their purposes and positions.
Or, perhaps more significantly, researchers should see their potential hosts as having powerful and non-negotiable rights in determining the ethical value of a project. Guests are made by hosts. The visitor who asserts a right to know, to participate, and even to speak, may meet negative reactions and be provided with inaccurate information.
Hosts might refuse to accept a visitor as a guest, they might even decide the visitor is an enemy. Indigenous agency has commonly been expressed in misdirecting and confusing colonising researchers. Thus, researchers should not assume that becoming a guest is as easy as turning up and offering oneself as a dialogue partner.
However, assuming that the researcher has been accepted and converted into a guest by hosts, there are further processes by which hosts and guests elaborate their relationship and, thereby, further the project. This is the equivalent to processes inside the whare, the ancestral body of the hosts, where the discussion begins, intensifies and seeks a resolution that benefits all concerned. Perhaps this is "research proper": the attempt to gain knowledge and understanding.
The hosts have it (in some way), the researcher desires it. The hosts express it in modes they deem appropriate and arising from what is normal and normative locally. The researcher attempts to translate it for their own community (as Cox 1998 points out: academia has its own powerful ancestors from whom we have inherited a language that requires such translation exercises). Or maybe neither researcher nor hosts know or understand, and only together will they achieve their goals. Perhaps researchers know things that the locals want to know. All of this is important because my argument is not that noble savages could teach us a thing or two about being gracious and longsuffering hosts. It is not that Maori are unique in having methods for converting strangers into more acceptable kinds of role players, and that these roles are emblematic of new research relationships. The precise point is that marae protocols and structures were elaborated in the encounter with visitors whose motives and knowledges were often thoroughly colonialist. Cook's journeys in Oceania were motivated, for example, both by attempts to build trading relationships, by scientific research (tracing the path of Venus across the sun) and by map-making that would deny indigenous sovereignty by transforming islands into colonies. Colonialism might, in this light, be defined as the refusal to accede to the authority of locals in defining guesthood, kinship, normality, the application of new technologies, and so much more.
Maori, of course, had engaged in journeys of exploration and conflict before Europeans arrived -and developed marae protocols in the process. These included possibilities of conflict, refusals of guesthood and the enactment of enemy-hood. Maori had attacked other Maori, taking lands and enslaving enemies. This too could be considered colonialist, except that it typically occurred within a shared culture, and colonialism is more than conflict. In terms of research protocols, colonialism benefits only those who conduct the research and, through them, the community of the researcher. Not only is knowledge power, but the process of acquiring and disseminating knowledge is conducted as an exercise of power. Or, at least, this is often true.
Things can be different. Relationships, especially, can be different.
One difference between the trader-as-guest and the trader-colonialist is that the former seeks the potential host's welcome. The colonialist enters by force or deceit. One difference between researcher-asguest and colonialist-researcher is that the latter refuses to concede that the "object" of their research could refuse to be observed. Some promoters of dialogical research insist that equality is self-evident and thereby challenge colonialist researchers who enact their own power, precedence and profile (e.g. Spickard 2002:246-9) . However, the truth is likely to be more complex than this. Equality is, perhaps, a matter of the balance of different powers. Researchers are powerful in ways than cannot be matched by many of those they research. Researchers have access to means and modes of communication denied to many others. Frequently they are funded in ways that certainly privilege them. Nonetheless, the guest-researcher must necessarily recognise the power of hosts whose permission or denial can be absolute. Even to establish the host-guest relationship (and therefore the researchedresearcher relationship) requires recognition on the sovereignty, rights, priority and knowledge of the hosts. Gender too can be an important determinative of access to informants or information, let alone relationships (e.g. Bell 1984) . Equality is, therefore, a valuable perspective, but that it is a key plank in the platform of the Enlightenment's liberal humanism reveals that it is not universal. As a tool in the scholar's self-critical and self-reflexive approach it is inval demanded of, or imposed on, others. To becom to bow to the power/prestige of hosts and to s powerful position.
Participant observation is a compromise that observers participate (within limits). It is matc reflexivity in which insiders are helped to refl which they participate. Guesthood arises as ano tinct from that between insiders and outsiders, or servers. Guest-researchers recognise the powerful and intellectual property rights of hosts, espe know whether they will be made guest or enem recognise that knowledge is gained in relations gotiation and that these require active presen pation than that available even to those who de ipant observers. The recognition that the act o things, including the observer (Pratchett 1994:8 edgement that researchers change that which they do it) as well as themselves. The refinem hood as research is that such researchers expe offer themselves to potential hosts precisely so visitor (potential guest/potential enemy) can b
And the hosts' main reason for making that ch new guest can only be that they too are ready to research is precisely about change, it is helpful to fully performing the protocols which change p initiation will lead to outcomes worthy of host-gu more fully dialogical, respectful and complex d to which those researched also have access and the other words, research-guesthood widens and en of those committed to improving understanding.
Why Is This Postcolonial?
Finally, briefly, and in an attempt to sum up answer to one key question (why is guesthood hood is no longer about "others" (the constructed alterity imagined by a colonising elite) since the host-guest relationship includes "us," and because it is predicated on the host's sovereign power to initiate and/or reject potential guests. This third position that is neither "subjective native" nor "objective outsider" has always been a possibility and, indeed, has often been offered. Only the compromising entanglement of academia in colonial power dynamics has prevented us knowing the full benefits of being guests among or with those we research. If so, one remaining barrier to ethical and decolonising research methods is the difficulty of knowing what processes any particular potential host community might have (or recognise, or accept) for making visitors into guests. However, since Eduardo Viveiros de Castro (1999) and Janet Chernela (2001) make it abundantly clear that even enmity is thoroughly relational and even integral to the continuing evolution of sociality, it should be possible for careful and enthusiastic researchers to find some entry point into communities in which they remain defi- 
